Podochela meloi Sankarankutty, Ferreira & Cunha, 2001 , originally described in the Inachidae MacLeay, 1838, was recently transferred to the Inachoididae genus Inachoides H. Milne Edwards & Lucas, 1842, based upon overall similarities. Placement of P. meloi in both Inachoididae and Inachoides is found to be supported by a number of synapomorphies as shown herein. Podochela meloi is shown to be a junior synonym of Inachoides forceps A. MilneEdwards, 1879.
Introduction
An ongoing revision by Santana & Tavares of the family Inachoididae Dana, 1851, necessitated a reappraisal of Podochela meloi Sankarankutty, Ferreira & Cunha, 2001 , originally described in the Inachidae MacLeay, 1838, but recently transferred by Coelho (2006) In an investigation of phylogenetic relationships of the groups in question Santana (2008) found four unambiguous synapomorphies that indicate the monophyly of the Inachoididae: 1) thoracic pleurites V-VIII gymnopleura (see also Drach & Guinot, 1982; 1983; Guinot & Richer de Forges, 1997) ; 2) female abdominal segments 5, 6 fused with each other and with telson; 3) second antennal segment with a longitudinal carina parallel to the lateral margin of the antennular fossa; and 4) female sterno-abdominal cavity deeply concave. The genus Inachoides is also monophyletic as evidenced by the following synapomorphies: 1) single rostral spine; 2) antennular septum with no lobe or spine and restricted to antennular fossa; 2) propod of cheliped strongly swollen; 4) ventromesial margin of antennal article 2 with a low carina; 5) ventrolateral margin of subhepathic region with no spine or prominent tubercles. Comparisons of P. meloi with representatives of the valid species of Inachoides revealed that P. meloi has all the synapomorphies of Inachoididae and Inachoides. Therefore, these synapomorphies support the placement of P. meloi in Inachoides. Inachoides currently comprises three species: I. laevis and I. lambriformis, both from the Pacific coast of the Americas, and I. forceps, from the Western Atlantic. Striking variations in the rostral length in I. forceps (e.g., A. Milne-Edwards, 1879: 199, pl. 33, figs. 4, 4d; Williams, 1984: 299, fig. 234 ) resulted in the addition of two species, I. obtusus A. Milne-Edwards, 1879, and I. intermedius Rathbun, 1894 . Variations in the ornamentation of the carapace and chelipeds led Rathbun (1925) to merge I. forceps into with I. laevis. Garth (1958: 101) returned to the concept of Stimpson (1860) and considered I. laevis as an exclusively Eastern Pacific species, an interpretation followed by many subsequent authors (e.g., Powers, 1977; Williams, 1984; Melo, 1996; 1998; Boschi, 2000; Ng et al., 2008) . Inachoides forceps differs from I. laevis mainly in the possession of a shorter rostrum, although its status as a valid species deserves further investigation. Comparatively, I. lambriformis (Figs. 1E, F; 2D ) is a much larger species, with gastric and branchial regions of the carapace surmounted by tubercles and granules whereas in I. forceps and I. laevis these are smooth. Inachoides lambriformis has a strong postorbital spine, whereas it is inconspicuous in I. forceps and I. laevis.
In Podochela meloi, as in Inachoides forceps, the carapace (Figs. 1A-D ; 2A-C) is pyriform and nearly smooth. The cardiac, branchial and gastric regions are swollen, and the anterior margin of the branchial region is ornamented with few small tubercles. The postorbital spine is inconspicuous. In both species the rostrum is usually long in males, short in females, tapering gradually to a rather blunt tip, and with lateral margins possessing a row of hooked setae. In males the cheliped is longer and heavier than in females, with sparsely distributed granules mainly in the dactylus, propodus, and carpus. In P. meloi and I. forceps the pereopods are similar in length and the dactyls are armed with calcareous spinules on the ventral margins (Figs. 3A, B) . In this and other respects P. meloi shows no difference with I. forceps and is considered herein to be its junior synonym.
